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A bortion. Homosexual “marriage.” 
Terrorism. Embryonic-stem-cell 
research. Atheism. Often, we look 
around at the world in which we live, and 
wonder just how long God will continue 
to permit our existence on His Earth. It 
requires only a few moments of a person’s 
time to document a veritable plethora of 
sins within society. Our young people feel 
pressured from every angle to commit acts 
that most of them know are offensive to 
God. And, sadly, many give in, feeling that 
the pressure from their peers is simply too 
great. 

In the early chapters of Genesis, we are 
introduced to a man who refused to give 
in to peer pressure. Perhaps he can best be 
described as an island of righteousness sur¬ 
rounded by a sea of iniquity. His charac¬ 
ter is described in Genesis 6:9 by three ex¬ 
pressions. (1) “Noah was a just man” (i.e., 
he was honest—very likely an unusual trait 
for his day and time). (2) Noah is described 
as being “perfect in his generations.” Does 
this mean that Noah was perfect and sin¬ 
less? Certainly not. As one writer has cor¬ 
rectly suggested: “Noahs being perfect re¬ 
fers to his being blameless because of his 
wholehearted, complete loyalty to God. 
Noah did what was right because he had a 
complete, well-rounded relationship with 
God” (Jones, 1996, p. 58). (3) Noah “walked 
with God” —an honor reserved for only a 
select few individuals mentioned in the 
Bible (cf James 2:23, where Abraham is re¬ 
ferred to as “the friend of God”). 

Now, advance forward approximately 
four-and-a-half millennia, and the subject 
of Noah still is extremely relevant. How so? 


Through our mail box in a year’s time come 
hundreds of letters. Some are from friends, 
offering a word of encouragement. Some 
are from students, writing to ask for ma¬ 
terials they can use in the preparation of 
a term paper, speech, or debate. Some are 
from people whose faith is faltering be¬ 
cause it has been attacked by unbelief and 
is in danger of being destroyed. And some 
are from evolutionists, atheists, skeptics, 
infidels, or those sympathetic to them, ob¬ 
jecting to the stand we take in our work. 

When someone in that last group con¬ 
tacts us (as they frequently do) about the 
events recorded in Genesis 6-8, they gen¬ 
erally assert that there is no way to scientif¬ 
ically investigate the Noahic flood. They 
question Noah’s intellectual ability, the size 
of the ark, the number of animals the ark 
could hold, etc. It seems like every single 
facet of the biblical narrative is subject to 
attack by those who oppose God, or those 
who are willing to compromise His Word. 
Such is hardly surprising, considering the 
atheistic world view that some people sup¬ 
port and attempt to defend. 

It is surprising, however, when some of 
the letters we receive on this topic come 
from those who profess to be Christians. 
While their language sometimes (though 
not always) is gentler, the underlying sen¬ 
timent remains the same: “There is no way 
this story is real!” In fact, they generally 
make it clear that their allegiance is to “sci¬ 
ence,” and maintain that the text of Gen¬ 
esis 6-8, while admittedly “a fine story about 
the power of God,” is not something in¬ 
tended to be accepted as literally true and 
historically accurate. 


From some of the mail we receive, it ap¬ 
pears that those within the atheistic com¬ 
munity have been somewhat successful in 
planting seeds of doubt, as once-faithful 
Christians find themselves questioning a 
story they have known and believed since 
childhood. One purpose of the present 
study, therefore, is to root out and destroy 
permanently those seeds of doubt, and to 
reassure Christians that the events of Gen¬ 
esis 6-8 happened exactly as Moses record¬ 
ed them thousands of years ago. While God 
very easily could have used (and, in fact, 
did use!) miraculous events to facilitate 
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the Noahic flood of Genesis 6-8, the pri¬ 
mary focus of this article will be to docu¬ 
ment both the feasibility and the scien¬ 
tific accuracy of the account of Noah and 
the ark as revealed in Genesis 6-8. We invite 
your attention to the following examina¬ 
tion of some of the arguments that have 
been leveled against the Genesis record. 

NOAH WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN SMART ENOUGH 

n occasion, critics claim that Noah 
could not have constructed the ark 
because people living in ancient times were 
unintelligent, and did not possess the tools 
for such shipbuilding. These skeptics make 
ancient people appear to be little more than 
long-armed, club-carrying, ape-like crea¬ 
tures that lived in caves. However, if one 
were to consider carefully the people be¬ 
fore Noah, he or she would learn that man 
possessed amazing intelligence from the 
beginning of Creation. A careful exami¬ 
nation of Genesis 2:16-20 finds God com¬ 
municating with Adam. As God paraded 
the animals before Adam, He instructed 
Adam to give each one a name—the impli¬ 
cation being that Adam was not only to 
name the animals, but also to remember 
that name and pass it down to his offspring. 
Ask any scientist, and he or she will tell you 
that communication is one of the most im¬ 
portant factors separating humans from 
animals. It demonstrates the highest form 
of intelligence. The ability to develop sym¬ 
bols (known as an alphabet), use those sym¬ 
bols to form words, and then string together 
those words in a logical fashion with syn¬ 


tax and context for both written and oral 
communication, shows incredible intel¬ 
ligence. And yet, here we have man com¬ 
municating with God, and naming the an¬ 
imals, even before Eve appears on the scene. 
How does this mesh with the evolutionary 
view that early humans were ignorant? 

Consider some of the wonders of the 
ancient world, such as the Egyptian pyra¬ 
mids, the Sphinx, or the 100-foot-high Co¬ 
lossus of Rhodes. We still are at a loss to ex¬ 
plain exactly how ancient people built such 
intricate structures. Additionally, the Egyp¬ 
tians possessed knowledge of mummifica¬ 
tion that we today still cannot match. They 
could mummify a corpse so effectively that, 
when we unearth it more than a thousand 
years later, we still are able to detect finger¬ 
prints on the well-preserved body. Early 
people were not dumb! In fact, in Genesis 
4:21, we read ofjubal, who was “the father 
of all such as handle the harp and organ,” 
and verse 22 speaks of Tubal Cain, “an in¬ 
structor in brass and iron.” Here, we find 
ourselves just a few short generations from 
Adam, and already we read of people who 
were capable of smelting metals. These were 
hardly ignorant, unlearned souls. 

Some, like Canadian religionist and an¬ 
thropologist Arthur Custance, have stated 
(or implied) that the building of such a 
large boat as the ark, in such remote times 
of antiquity, by so few people, simply was 
not possible, or at best was highly unlikely 
(see Custance, 1979). Regarding such an 
assessment, we would like to offer the fol¬ 
lowing observations. First, as Whitcomb 
and Morris have noted: 


The Scriptures, however, do not sug¬ 
gest that Noah and his three sons had 
to construct the Ark without the help 
of hired men. Nevertheless, we agree 
that the sheer massiveness of the Ark 
staggers the imagination. In fact, this 
is the very point of our argument: for 
Noah to have built a vessel of such mag¬ 
nitude simply for the purpose of escap¬ 
ing a local flood is inconceivable. The 
very size of the Ark should effectively 
eliminate the local-Flood view from 
serious consideration among those who 
take the Book of Genesis at face value 
(1961, p. 11). 

Second, as British writer Frederick Filby re¬ 
marked in The Flood Reconsidered: 

Yet even granting all this, some may 
feel that the Ark was too large for early 
man to have attempted. A survey of 
the ancient world shows in fact the very 
reverse. One is constantly amazed at 
the enormous tasks which our ances¬ 
tors attempted. The Great Pyramid was 
not the work of the later Pharaohs; it 
was the work of the 4th Dynasty—long 
before Abraham! This pyramid con¬ 
tained over two million blocks of stone 
each weighing about 2 tons. Its vast 
sides, 756 feet long, are set to the points 
of the compass to an accuracy of a small 
fraction of one degree! The so-called 
Colossi of Memnon again are not of 
recent times—they belong to the 18th 
Dynasty of Egypt. Cut from blocks 
of sandstone they weigh 400 tons each 
and were brought 600 miles to their 
present position.... As our thoughts 
go back to the Colossus of Rhodes, 
the Pharos Lighthouse, the Hanging 
Gardens, the Ziggurats, the Step Pyr¬ 
amid—or even in our own country to 
Stonehenge—we have no reason to sup¬ 
pose that early man was afraid to tack¬ 
le great tasks (1970, p. 92). 

Arguments like Custance’s are thus shown 
to be completely at odds with the histori¬ 
cal data. Merely because the ark was large 
does not mean the task was impossible. And 
we must not forget that Noah had sufficient 
time in which to build it (Genesis 6:3). 

Morris and LaHaye have estimated that 
four men could have cut, dressed, and in¬ 
stalled approximately 15 cubic feet of lum¬ 
ber per day (1976, p. 248). Thus if Noah and 
his sons worked a six-day week (resting one 
day each week), they could have cut, dres¬ 
sed, and installed 4,680 cubic feet of wood 
in a year’s time. Robert Paid noted: “Since 
it may be estimated that the ark would re¬ 
quire 380,000 cubic feet of wood, Noah and 
his sons could have accomplished this feat 
in only 81 years” (1994, p. 15). Are we to 
believe that God—the Creator of man and 
the One Who endowed him with his intel¬ 
ligence—was unable or unwilling to give 
Noah adequate instructions—instructions 
that he could carryout successfully? 
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THE CONSTRUCTION AND SIZE OF THE ARK 

O ne of the most frequent charges crit¬ 
ics raise is against the ark itself, as 
they assert that it was not large enough to 
do its job. This charge is easily refuted, since 
Scripture provides us with the dimensions 
of the vessel. God told Noah to make “the 
length of the ark three hundred cubits, the 
breadth of it fifty cubits, and the height of 
it thirty cubits” (Genesis 6:15). If we are to 
understand the size of the ark, we first must 
understand the length of a cubit. The word 
“cubit” derives from the Greek word pechus, 
meaning forearm (Vine, et al., 1996, p. 140). 
Vine defined the cubit as 

the part between the hand and the el¬ 
bow-joint; hence, “a measure of length,” 
not from the wrist to the elbow, but 
from the tip of the middle finger to 
the elbow joint (p. 140). 

In their book. The Genesis Flood,]ohr\W]\\t- 
comb and Henry Morris observed: 

The Babylonians had a “royal” cubit of 
about 19.8 inches, the Egyptians had 
a longer and a shorter cubit of about 
20.65 and 17.6 inches respectively, while 
the Hebrews apparently had a long cu¬ 
bit of 20.4 inches (Ezek. 40:5) and a 
common cubit of about 17.5 inches 
(1961, p. 10). 

Alfred Rehwinkel commented: 

It is generally supposed that the cubit 
is the distance from the point of the 
elbow to the tip of the middle finger. 
Translated into our own standard of 
measurements, the common cubit is 
estimated at about 18 inches. But Petrie, 
a noted Egyptologist, is of the opinion 
that it measured 22 inches.... Two feet 
may be more nearly correct.... 

But accepting the lower figures, and 
placing the cubit at eighteen inches and 
then again at twenty-four inches, we 
get the following results: According 
to the lower standard, the ark would 
have measured 450 feet in length, sev¬ 
enty-five feet in width, and forty-five 
feet in height. According to the higher 
figure, the length would have been six 
hundred feet; the width, one hundred 
feet; the height, sixty feet.... The ships 
of the maritime nations of the world 
never approached the dimensions of 
the ark until about a half century ago 
(1951, pp. 59-60). 

In 2000, an effort was made to design a 
“globally harmonized” crash dummy for 
automobile manufacturers. The task group 
analyzed anthropometric data from gov¬ 
ernments worldwide. The results indicated 
that the average length for an adult male 
forearm is 276mm (10.86 inches), with the 
hand being 190mm (748 inches) [see Moss, 
et al., 2000]. The data indicate that the world¬ 
wide average length from the elbow to the 


tip of the middle finger is 466mm (18.34 
inches). Rounding the cubit off to 18 inch¬ 
es would then make the ark 450 feet long, 
75 feet wide, and 45 feet long. A ship Mth 
these measurements would have been over 
one-and-a-half football fields in length. In 
fact, as Filby has pointed out, as late as 1858 
the largest known vessel of her type in the 
world was “the P&O liner Himalaya, 240 
feet by 35 feet.” It was in that year that Isam- 
bard K. Brunei produced 

...the Great Eastern, 692 feet by 83 feet 
by 30 feet, of approximately 19,000 tons 
...five times the tonnage of any ship 
then afloat.... Still more interesting are 
the figures for the Great Britain, de¬ 
signed by I.K. Brunei in 1844. Her di¬ 
mensions were 322 feet by 51 feet by 
32 feet, so that the ratios are almost 
exactly those of the Ark. Brunei had 
the accumulated knowledge of gener¬ 
ations of shipbuilders to draw upon. 
The Ark was the first of its kind! (Filby, 
1970, p. 93). 

Using the most conservative estimate 
available for the length of the cubit (175 
inches), Whitcomb and Morris have shown 
that the ark would have been 4375 feet long, 
72.92 feet wide, and 43.75 feet high. In its 
three decks (Genesis 6:16), it had a total 
area of approximately 95,700 square feet— 
the equivalent of slightly more than twenty 
standard basketball courts. Its total vol¬ 
ume would have been about 1,396,000 cu¬ 
bic feet. The gross tonnage (a measurement 
of cubic space rather than weight, one ton 
being equivalent to 100 cubic feet of us¬ 
able storage space) was about 13,960 tons 

(p-io)- 

These ratios are strikingly similar to those 
of the S.S. Jeremiah OFrien (one of the “Lib¬ 
erty Ships” constructed during World War 
II), which was launched in 1943. During the 
war, a fleet of ships was created in response 
to the critical shortage of maritime cargo 
ships. These ships were manned, for the 
most part, by merchant seamen who car¬ 
ried all kinds of wartime supplies through 
the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Medi¬ 
terranean Sea, and the Persian Gulf. The 
SS. Jeremiah O'Brien measured 441 feet long 
and 56 feet wide, and could displace 14,300 
tons when fully loaded (see Jaffee, 1993). 
When U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
was shown the plans in 1941 for this fleet, 
he approved of the efficiency of the pro¬ 
posed design, but commented, “Admiral, 
I think this ship will do us very well. She’ll 
carry a good load. She isn’t much to look 
at, though is she? A real ugly duckling” (as 
quoted in Jaffee, p. 4). The S.S. Jeremiah 
O'Brien thus became known by the nick¬ 
name, “Ugly Duckling.” Jaffee, in describ¬ 
ing the advantage of this new fleet, wrote: 


Driven by an obsolete reciprocating 
engine with coal burning fire-tube boil¬ 
ers, the vessel had been built, year after 
year, on the River Tyne and had prov¬ 
en its reliability in trades where 
speed was secondary to reliability 
(pp. 2-3, emp. added). 

The ark, just like the S.S. Jeremiah O'Brien, 
was not built for speed (it had nowhere to 
go!). But it did need to be reliable—since it 
would have to withstand pounding waves 
and whipping winds on the open seas for 
approximately a year. 

Critics of the Flood account have stated 
that the ark was not large enough to handle 
its assigned cargo. Such critics, however, 
generally have not taken the time to con¬ 
sider just how large the ark really was, or 
the cargo it had to carry. As Whitcomb has 
pointed out: 

For the sake of realism, imagine waiting 
at a railroad crossing while ten freight 
trains, each pulling 52 boxcars, move 
slowly by, one after another. That is 
how much space was available in the 
Ark, for its capacity was equivalent to 
520 modern railroad stock cars. A barge 
of such gigantic size, with its thousands 
of built-in compartments (Gen. 6:14) 
would have been sufficiently large to 
carry two of every species of air-breath- 
ing animal in the world today (and 
doubtless the tendency toward taxo¬ 
nomic splitting has produced more 
“species” than can be justified in terms 
of Genesis “kinds”) on only half of its 
available deck space. The remaining 
space would have been occupied by 
Noah’s family, five additional repre¬ 
sentatives of each of the comparative¬ 
ly few kinds of animals acceptable for 
sacrifice, two each of the kinds that 
have become extinct since the Flood, 
and food for them all (Gen. 6:21) [1973, 
p. 23, emp. inorig.j. 

Whitcomb and Morris investigated the 
numbers of animals that would have been 
on the ark (using the highest possible es¬ 
timates, and taxonomic figures provided 
by evolutionists), and showed that the bib¬ 
lical account can fit known scientific facts 
regarding these matters (1961, pp. 65-69). 
Their book. The Genesis Flood, was published 
in 1961. Thirty-five years later, John Wood- 
morappe expanded on their work, and pro¬ 
duced what is likely the most exhaustive, 
well-researched feasibility study ever put in¬ 
to print dealing specifically with the ark’s 
construction and contents (1996). His data- 
based conclusions established beyond any 
doubt that the ark could do what it was de¬ 
signed to do. Since God was the Creator 
of all the animals, does it not make sense 
that He would know precisely how much 
room was needed for them on the ark? 
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WHAT ABOUT THE ANIMALS? 

A nother charge from those who are 
disinclined to believe the Genesis rec¬ 
ord revolves around Noah and all those an¬ 
imals. While objections of every kind have 
been raised regarding the Flood, perhaps 
none has been echoed as loudly as those 
that relate to the gathering, storage, and 
care of the animals destined to live through 
the Flood via the ark. In order to analyze 
scientifically the effectiveness of Noah and 
his family in caring for the animals, the very 
first question that must be answered is this: 
How many animals might there have been? 
While various theories abound, the truth 
is, we simply do not know. We were not 
there, and the biblical record is silent on 
this point. 

There are, however, several facts that one 
can glean from the text. First, God men¬ 
tioned bringing aboard the ark “every liv¬ 
ing thing of all flesh...of the birds after their 
kind, of animals after their kind, and of 
every creeping thing of the earth after its 
kind” (Genesis 6:19-20). The text later de¬ 
scribes those animals that would join No¬ 
ah and his family as “beasts” and “birds of 
the heavens” (Genesis 7:2-3). Thus, we know 
that Noah was not required to take aquat¬ 
ic animals (which could have survived the 
Flood outside the safety of the ark). Also, 
creatures such as mollusks, tunicates, echi- 
noderms, sponges, protozoans, coelenter- 
ates, certain arthropods, and some varie¬ 
ties of worms would have been able to sur¬ 
vive in the water; thus, Noah likewise did 
not have to carry them on the boat. Only 
those land-dwelling and/or air-breathing 
animals that needed protection from the 
water were required to be on board. 

Second, God’s command to Noah was 
to take two of each kind of unclean ani¬ 
mal, and seven of each kind of clean ani¬ 
mal (Genesis 6:19-20; 7:2-3). We should re¬ 
member, however, that the Genesis word 
“kind” (Hebrew ;;^/;7) is not the same as the 
biologists’ “species” of today. Noah did not 
have to take two or seven of every species 
of animal. He had to take two (or seven) 
of every kind. That is to say, he did not 
have to take two German Shepherds, two 
Golden Retrievers, two coyotes, and two 
dingoes. He simply had to take two of the 
dog “kind.” [Dogs, dingoes, coyotes, fox¬ 
es, and wolves all can interbreed, and there¬ 
fore are the same kind.] 

But another question arises. Genesis 7: 
2-4 states: 

Of every clean beast thou shalt take 
to thee seven and seven, the male and 
his female; and of the beasts that are 
not clean two, the male and his female: 


of the birds also of the heavens, seven 
and seven, male and female, to keep 
seed alive upon the face of all the earth. 
That has caused some to ask: Exactly 
how many clean animals did Noah take in¬ 
to the ark—seven, or fourteen? Generally, 
there are two opposing views on the pre¬ 
cise number of each kind of animal in¬ 
volved. One view is expressed by the fol¬ 
lowing comment from John T. Willis: 

It is impossible to determine certain¬ 
ly whether the Hebrew phrase, shibUah 
shibbah means “by sevens” (KJV), that 
is, seven animals of all clean species, 
or “seven and seven” (ASV) or seven 
pairs (RSy NEB), that is fourteen ani¬ 
mals of all clean species.... There can 
be no certainty on this point (1979, p. 
171). 

Other scholars, however, have been more 
decisive on the matter, suggesting the rea¬ 
son why there would have been only seven 
of every clean kind on the ark. Animal sac¬ 
rifice to God was practiced during the Pa¬ 
triarchal Age, and it is apparent that the peo¬ 
ple could distinguish between clean and 
unclean. Thus, it is likely that when Noah 
left the ark and offered sacrifices to God 
“of every clean animal” (Genesis 8:20), one 
animal was sacrificed, and three pairs were 
left for domestication by man so that he 
could have food and fashion clothing. Re¬ 
garding the actual exegesis of the passage, 
H.C. Leupold commented: 

The Hebrew expression “take seven 
seven” means “seven each” [here, he 
then refers to Koenig and Gesenius— 
BH/BTj. Hebrew parallels support this 
explanation. In any case, it would be 
a most clumsy method of trying to 
say “fourteen” (1942,1:290). 

While it is difficult to speak dogmatically 
on this issue, the view of numerous con¬ 
servative scholars weighs heavily in favor 
of the interpretation that there were seven 
clean, and two unclean, of every animal 
kind to be found on Noah’s ark. 

But what about those who still want to 
argue that Noah was required to take two 
of each unclean, and seven of each clean, 
species? To answer such an argument, one 
would merely have to turn to Principles of 
Systematic Zoology by world-renowned evo¬ 
lutionary taxonomist Ernst Mayr, and ex¬ 
amine the table he provides that lists the 
total number of animals per species (1980). 
Of those that would have needed protec¬ 
tion onboard the ark, we find: 

Mammals—3,700 
Birds—8,600 
Reptiles—6,300 
Amphibians—2,500 
Total— 21,100 different species 


We can immediately multiply that num¬ 
ber by two (two of every unclean animal) 
—42,200. After adding the clean animals 
(which were much fewer in number), this 
would yield approximately 50,000 verte¬ 
brate animals onboard the ark. Recogniz¬ 
ing that the majority of these animals would 
have been small (e.g., birds, reptiles, etc.), 
we can safely estimate the average size for 
each animal at roughly the size of an adult 
sheep. Morris and LaHaye have suggested 
that since one railroad boxcar is capable of 
holding240 “sheep-sized” animals, all of 
the animals that Noah would have had to 
accommodate (using known species, not 
kinds) would have taken up only 36 per¬ 
cent of the ark’s capacity. They concluded: 
“In other words, assuming a minimal size 
for the ark and a maximum number of 
animals, we find that the ark was not too 
small for the task, as many have claimed” 
(1976, p. 247, emp. added). John Woodmo- 
rappe took his analysis one step farther. 
Using the floor-space recommendations 
for the housing of laboratory animals, he 
documented that the cumulative area of the 
ark’s three decks was more than adequate 
to provide all the necessary floor space re¬ 
quired to accommodate the ark’s inhabi¬ 
tants (1996, pp. 15-16). 

HOW DID NOAH GET ALL 
THE ANIMALS ON THE ARK? 

A s early as 1854, John Pye Smith began 
raising objections regarding the au¬ 
thenticity of the Flood account (p. 145), 
and local-flood advocates have been rais¬ 
ing them ever since. For the most part, ob¬ 
jections can be grouped under three main 
headings: (1) gathering of the animals; (2) 
storage and care of the animals; and (3) 
migration of the animals after the Flood. 

Gathering of the Animals 

Skeptics of the Genesis record are quick 
to point out that it would have been “im¬ 
possible” for Noah to collect such a vast 
array of animals. Even given the time al¬ 
lotted, they argue, he and his family would 
not have had time to build the ark and col¬ 
lect the animals. A careful examination of 
the text, however, reveals that Noah and his 
family were not in charge of this gargan¬ 
tuan task. Rather, we are told that the ani¬ 
mals came unto Noah. 

And of every living thing of all flesh, 
two of every sort shalt thou bring in¬ 
to the ark, to keep them alive with thee; 
they shall be male and female. Of fowls 
after their kind, and of cattle after their 
kind, of every creeping thing of the 
earth after his kind, two of every sort 
shall come unto thee, to keep them 
alive (Genesis 6:19-20, emp. added). 
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According to evolutionist Bill Butler, “The 
greatest geologic fiction that the Creationists 
adhere to is Noahs Flood” (2002). The idea 
that water ever covered the entire Earth, in¬ 
cluding the highest hills and mountains (Gen¬ 
esis 7:19-20), supposedly is unthinkable (and 
impossible). Evolutionists (and those sympa¬ 
thetic to them) propose several questions in 
the Flood account. One such question was 
raised by Butler in his article, “Creation¬ 
ism—Willful Ignorance.” He asked: “If the 
earths surface were covered by an additional 
29,000+ feet of water, how do you get rid of it?” 
If Mount Everest reaches a height of over 29,000 
feet, then, according to the skeptic, the Bible 
(Genesis 7:20) would indicate that the waters 
of the Flood would have reached even higher— 
approximately 22 feet higher than the peak 
of Mount Everest. If such is the case, where 
did all of the water go? 

First, the Bible is more specific about Who 
caused the waters to subside, than where the 
waters went after the Flood. Genesis 8:1,3 states 
that “God made a wind to pass over the earth, 
and the waters subsided.... And the waters re¬ 
ceded continually from the earth.” Years later, 
the prophet Isaiah recorded howjehovah com¬ 
pared a promise He made to Israel with His 


promise “that the waters of Noah would no 
longer cover the earth” (Isaiah 54:9). The psalm¬ 
ist perhaps provided a clue to the mystery of 
where the floodwaters went when he wrote: 

You who laid the foundations of the earth, 
so that it should not be moved forever. 
You covered it with the deep as with a gar¬ 
ment; the waters stood above the moun¬ 
tains. At Your rebuke they fled; at the voice 
ofYour thunder they hastened away. They 
went up over the mountains; they went 
down into the valleys, to the place which 
You founded for them. You have set a 
boundary that they may not pass over, 
that they may not return to cover the earth 
(Psalm 104:5-9). 


Because the Earth was completely covered 
with water that stood above “all the high moun¬ 
tains,” obviously that water had to “go” some¬ 
where after the Flood. God therefore “re¬ 
structured” the Earth, pushing down the 
ocean basins, and raising up the mountains. 
Just as God miraculously altered the Earths 
topography during the Creation week (Gen¬ 
esis 1:9-13), and just as He miraculously sent 
floodwaters upon the Earth, it appears that 
He miraculously caused the waters to subside. 
By making the mountains taller, and simul¬ 
taneously creating deeper valleys, God would 
have changed the topography in such a way as 
to accommodate additional water. In addition, 
we know today that a vast amount of water is 
held both above and below us. Underneath the 
Earths crust is a water table that provides fresh 
drinking water to billions of people. Plus, sci¬ 
entists believe our atmosphere holds well over 
40 trillion gallons of water at any given time. 
Every single day of the year, approximately 4 
trillion gallons fall to the Earth in the form 
of rain. 

Second, the skeptic’s assertion that there 
presently is not enough water on the Earth 
for there ever to have been the kind of flood 
described in Genesis 6-8, is an 
idea based upon quite invalid 
assumptions. The truth is, we 
do not know the exact height of 
the mountains that existed in 
Noahs day; nor do we know the 
depth of the ocean valleys. We 
therefore cannot know with cer¬ 
tainty how much water was on 
the Earth before, during, or af¬ 
ter the Noahic Flood. In all like¬ 
lihood, the antediluvian world 
was not like the Earth of today 
(cf 2 Peter 3:6). It seems prob¬ 
able (and reasonable) to suggest, 
for example, that the mountains 
of Noahs day were much smaller than peaks 
like, say. Mount Everest, Mount McKinley, or 
others that are so well known to us in our day 
and age. If that were the case, then the flood- 
waters did not have to rise to levels of29,000+ 
feet to cover everything on the Earth—which 
means that the skeptic’s assertion is, in point 
of fact, much ado about nothing. The bibli¬ 
cal text has nothing to fear from a terse exam¬ 
ination. Truth never does. 
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THE “WINDOW" or THE ARK 

by Eric Lyon§, M.Min. 


After informing Noah about an upcoming worldwide flood, 
and commanding him to build a massive boat of gopher wood 
(approximately 450 feet long, 75 feet wide, and 45 feet high), God 
instructed His faithful servant, saying, “You shall make a win¬ 
dow for the ark, and you shall finish it to a cubit from above” 
(Genesis 6:16, emp. added; NOTE: A cubit is roughly 18 inches). 
Upon reading about this window in the ark, many people have 
contemplated its usefulness (or lack thereof). Since, historically, 
windows have served two basic purposes (that of lighting and 
ventilation), inquiring minds want to know what good one win¬ 
dow 18 inches square would be on an ark with a capacity of about 
1,400,000 cubic feet full of animals. Dennis McKinsey, the one¬ 
time editor of the journal Biblical Errancy (touted as “the only 
national periodical focusing on biblical errors”), once asked: “How 
could so many creatures breathe with only one small opening 
which was closed for at least 190 days? [sic]” (1983, p. 1). Other 
skeptics also have ridiculed the idea that sufficient ventilation 
for the whole ark could have come through this one window (see 
Wells, 2001). In fact, anyone even slightly familiar with animal- 
house ventilation needs would be somewhat taken back by the 
apparent lack of airflow allowed by the ark’s design. Unless God 
miraculously ventilated the ark, one little window on a three- 
story-tall boat (which was a football-field-and-a-half long) sim¬ 
ply would not do. 

Questions regarding the “window” on Noah’s ark and the prob¬ 
lem of ventilation have persisted largely because the Hebrew word 
translated window {tsohar) in Genesis 6:16 appears only here in 
the Old Testament, and linguis¬ 
tic scholars are unsure as to its 
exact meaning (see Hamilton, 

1990, p. 282). Translators of the 
KJV and NKJV employ the word 
“window” to translate tsohar, how¬ 
ever, according to Old Testament com¬ 
mentator Victor Hamilton, they “do so on the ba¬ 
sis of the word’s possible connection with sahorayim, ‘noon, ' 
midday,’ thus an opening to let in the light of day” (p. 282). He¬ 
brew scholar William Gesenius defined tsohar'm his Hebrew lexi¬ 
con as simply “light,” and translated Genesis 6:16 as “thou 
shalt make light for the ark” (1847, p. 704). He then surmised that 
this “light” represented, not a window, but windows (plural). The 
ASV translators also preferred “light” as the best translation 
for tsohar. Still more recent translations, including the RSy NIV, 
and ESV, have translated Genesis 6:16 as “make a roof” for the 
ark, instead of make a “window” or “light.” 

Such disagreement among translations is, admittedly, some¬ 
what discouraging to the person who wants a definite answer as 
to how tsohar should be translated. What is clear, however, is that 
the word translated “window” two chapters later, which Noah is 
said to have “opened” (8:6), is translated from a different He¬ 
brew word {challown) than what is used in Genesis 6:16. The word 
challown (8:6) is the standard Hebrew word for “window” (cf. 
Genesis 26:8; Joshua 2:18). Yet, interestingly, this is not the word 
used in 6:16. One wonders if these were two different entities, or 
if in 8:6, Noah opened one of a plurality of aligned windows that 
God instructed him to make in 6:16? 


Another assumption often brought into a discussion regard¬ 
ing the “window” {tsohar) of 6:16 is that it was one square cubit. 
Although many people have imagined Noah’s ark as having one 
small window 18 inches high by 18 inches wide, the phrase “you 
shall finish it to a cubit from above” (6:16, NKJV; cf RSV) does not 
give the Bible reader any clear dimensions of the opening. The 
text just says that Noah was to “finish it to a cubit from the top” 
(NASB; “upward,” ASV). The truth is, the size of the lighting ap¬ 
paratus mentioned in this verse is unspecified. The text seems to 
indicate only the distance the opening was from the top of the 
ark, rather than the actual size of the window. Thus we cannot 
form a definitive picture of it. But we do know that nothing in 
the text warrants an interpretation that the “window” was just a 
“small opening” (as skeptic Dennis McKinsey alleged). A more 
probable theory, which aligns itself appropriately with the text, 
is that the opening described in Genesis 6:16 extended around the 
ark’s circumference 18 inches from the top of the ark with an un¬ 
determinable height. According tojohn Woodmorappe, such an 
opening would have provided sufficient light and ventilation for 
the ark (1996, pp. 37-44). 

When reading the Bible, it always is important to remember that 
many details about the events it records often are not revealed to 
the reader. So it is with the plans recorded in the Bible regarding 
Noah’s ark. As Henry Morris commented, “It was obviously not 
the intention of the writer to record the complete specifications 
for the ark’s construction, but only enough to assure later read¬ 
ers that it was quite adequate for its intended purpose...‘to pre¬ 
serve life on the earth ” (1976, p. 182). Truly, absolute certainty re¬ 
garding the openings on the ark cannot be determined. 

We know of an opening mentioned in Gen¬ 
esis 6:16 {tsohar), as well as one 
{challown) mentioned in 8:6. 
And, since Noah, his family, as 
well as the animals on the ark, 
survived the Flood, it is only log¬ 
ical to conclude that God made 
proper ways to ventilate the ark in 
which they lived during the Flood. Al¬ 
though nothing in Scripture demands that those of us living mil¬ 
lennia after the Flood need to know how it was ventilated, light¬ 
ed, etc., it is very likely that God used the opening mentioned in 
Genesis 6:16. 
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yUESTlOK & AKSWER 


I I In one verse the Bible says that Noah 
sent out a raven, yet another verse 
says he senfout a dove. Is this a contradiction? 

A while this question may seem almost 
simplistic, it is not unimportant. In 
the most recent U.S. News and World Report 
“special edition, in an article titled “Myster¬ 
ies of the Bible,” Michelle Andrews put forth 
the erroneous idea that there are actually two 
flood accounts, which she believes have been 
“interwoven” to look like one, yet contain “a 
few contradictions” (2004, p. 29). One “con¬ 
tradiction” concerns Noahs actions when he 
“sent out a raven, which kept going to and fro 
until the waters had dried up from the earth... 
[and] a dove, to see if the waters had abated 
from the face of the ground” (Genesis 8:7-8). 

Ms. Andrews suggests that since two differ¬ 
ent birds are mentioned, this must be a com¬ 
position of two different stories, since these 
two facts are “contradictory.” Yet, from a quick 
reading of the text, it is obvious that the state¬ 
ments do not contradict one another. Is it pos¬ 
sible that Noah sent out a raven and “also” a 
dove? Absolutely. The text even includes the 
word also so the reader will understand that 
the author was aware that two different birds 
were released. It is a misunderstanding of the 
concept of a contradiction to suggest that dif¬ 
ferent items must be contradictory. To illus¬ 


trate, could a story be told in which a farmer 
went to the market to sell a pig and “also” sold 
a chicken? Certainly. To stretch the word “con¬ 
tradiction” to include mere differences would 
be to throw the word and concept into hope¬ 
less absurdity. 

Why were two birds released? The full ex¬ 
tent of the answer is not provided in the text. 
There is, however, a reasonable explanation. 
There is no indication that God told Noah 
which type of bird to release. It could be that 
Noah arbitrarily chose a raven. Yet, the raven 
is a scavenger that feels quite at home around 
dead carcasses. After releasing the raven, the 
texts states that the bird went “to and fro.” It 
could be that Noah realized he would not get 
the information he needed from the raven, due 
to its propensity for dead carcasses, some of 
which might have appeared in water that had 
not yet abated. The dove, however, would not 
have been comfortable landing on such ref¬ 
use and would have been able to supply No¬ 
ah with the needed information. No contra¬ 
diction exists between the verses which state 
that Noah used both a raven and a dove. 
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Kyle Butt 


In The News 


Pictorial propaganda aside, if this was the 
best they had, then the Darwinian theory of 
evolution is in worse shape than most of us 
imagined. The splash was big, but the story 
between the lines is even bigger. The Novem¬ 
ber 2004, cover story iox National Geographic 
was titled: “Was Darwin Wrong?” The accompa¬ 
nying article immediately and forthrightly an¬ 
swered that question in 250-point bold type: 
“No.” The subtitle (in 72-point bold type) de¬ 
clared, “The evidence for Evolution is over¬ 
whelming.” 

And what, exactly, was this “overwhelming 
evidence?” The author David Quammen, used 
warmed over, antiquated arguments such as: 

• horse evolution {Eohippus to Equus) 

• embryologic recapitulation (bringing to 
mind Ernst Haeckel’s falsified embryos) 

• natural selection 

• Archaeopteryx as a reptile-to-bird transi¬ 
tional form 

• mutating viruses and antibiotic-resistant 
bacteria 

• vestigial organs 

Interestingly, Mr. Quammen is not a biolo¬ 
gist (nor a scientist of any sort). His specialty 
is— literature (which might explain his poor 


choice of “overwhelming evidence”). National 
Geographic published and lauded an article- 
consuming over thirty pages of the magazine! 
—that is so filled with time-worn canards that 
long ago were discarded as “proofs” of evolu¬ 
tion, even stalwart evolutionists must be shak¬ 
ing their heads in disbelief and hiding under 
laboratory benches out of embarrassment. 

This issue of National Geographic was an 
obvious attempt to perpetuate the myth that 
evolution is a “fact.” However, using bigger 
font type and gorgeous pictures will not make 
the woefully weak case for organic evolution 
somehow “stronger.” 

We have written an extensive response to 
Quammen and National Geographic that we in¬ 
vite you to read. Quammen may have flowery 
words and pretty pictures, but we can prove 
that his scientific assessment of evolutionary 
theory leaves much to be desired. We encour¬ 
age you to read our response, and then decide 
for yourself. 

The rebuttal can be found at: http://www. 
apologeticspress.org/modules.php?name= 
Read&itemid=2644&cat=5. While you’re at it, 
why not bring this information to the atten¬ 
tion of friends and coworkers as well? 

Bert Thompson & Brad Harrub 
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The only task for which Noah was respon¬ 
sible, according to the biblical record, was 
building an ark of the appropriate dimen¬ 
sions as given to him by God. 

The objection has been raised that it 
would have been impossible for creatures 
from different regions of the world to leave 
their respective homes and meet Noah in 
the Mesopotamian Valley The unique crea¬ 
tures of Australia, for example, certainly 
could not have traveled to the ark, since Aus¬ 
tralia is an island. And how could the polar 
bear survive a journey from its native land 
to the sultry plains of Mesopotamia? The 
variety of climates, the difficult geography, 
and other various and sundry items, seem¬ 
ingly would make such journeys impossi¬ 
ble. Some have viewed these “impossible 
journeys” as militating against the accuracy 
of the Flood account. Whitcomb and Mor¬ 
ris, commenting on such arguments, wrote: 

An equally serious fault in this type 
of reasoning is that it begs the ques¬ 
tion of the extent and effects of the 
Deluge. It assumes, for example, that 
climatic zones were exactly the same 
before the Flood as they are now, that 
animals inhabited the same areas of 
the world as they do now, and that the 
geography and topography of the earth 
continued unchanged. But on the as¬ 
sumptions of a universal Deluge, all 
these conditions would have been pro¬ 
foundly altered. Arctic and desert zones 
may never have existed before the Flood; 
nor the great intercontinental barriers 
of high mountain ranges, impenetra¬ 
ble jungles, and open seas (as between 
Australia and Southeast Asia, and be¬ 
tween Siberia and Alaska). On this ba¬ 
sis, it is quite probable that animals 
were more widely distributed than now, 
with representatives of each created 
kind of land animal living in that part 
of the earth where Noah was building 
the Ark (1961, pp. 64-65). 

Rehwinkel has suggested that during the 
probationary period provided by God in 
Genesis 6:3, “migration of these animals 
which God had intended to save might have 
extended over several generations of ani¬ 
mals” (1951, p. 75). Thus, when the ark was 
ready for its occupants, the animals already 
were in the nearby geographical regions. 
Since Genesis 6:19-20 makes it clear that 
God caused the creatures to “come unto 
Noah,” Noah did not have to “go after” all 
the various animals. Even Bernard Ramm 
(a local-flood advocate) has admitted that 
the animals must have come unto Noah as 
they were “prompted by divine instinct” 
(1954, p. 169). Here, too, is an intriguing 
point to consider: If God could bring the 
animals to Adam to be named (Genesis 2: 
19), could He not just as easily bring them 
to Noah to be saved? If not, why not? 


Care of the Animals 

But how do we explain the storage and 
care of the animals in the ark? Genesis 6: 
14 states that Noah was instructed to con¬ 
struct “rooms” (cubicles, cells, or cabins) 
in the ark to hold the animals. Once on¬ 
board, the animals were placed into these 
rooms for the long trip. As we try to un¬ 
lock many of the mysteries regarding the 
care of the animals, we must recognize that 
we today do not have access to all the in¬ 
formation that Noah and his family pos¬ 
sessed. Did God specify that Noah had to 
take adult animals onboard the ark? Or 
could he have taken juvenile animals, thus 
reducing the amounts of room and food 
needed in housing the animals? There are 
many things that are logical. But we still 
cannot be dogmatic about exactly how ev¬ 
ery event transpired, because we were not 
there (and because the biblical record of¬ 
ten is silent on specific details that we would 
perhaps like to have seen enumerated). 

But critics still are “perplexed” by what 
they consider to be insurmountable prob¬ 
lems. How could eight people possibly feed 
and care for all the different animals on the 
ark? Ramm, as one such critic, is on record 
as complaining: “The problem of feeding 
and caring for them would be enormous. 
The tasks of carrying away manure and 
bringing food would completely overtax 
the few people in the ark.” He further sug¬ 
gested that the problem of “special diets 
and Special Conditions Heeded for the an¬ 
imals overthrows the idea of a universal 
flood” (p. 167). 

Ramm, however, apparently has missed 
several critical factors. First, of course, is 
the fact that his local-flood theory suffers 
from exactly the same problems. Even if 
the Flood were local, the care and feeding 
of the animals still would present a ma¬ 
jor problem. Second, if the animals could 
have been “prompted by divine instinct” 
(to use Ramm’s own words) to come to the 
ark, could they not also be cared for, once 
in the ark, by He Who was responsible for 
that “divine instinct”? 

Third, in our estimation. Dr. Ramm has 
overlooked an important Bible message. 
In Genesis 8:1, it is stated quite clearly that 
God “remembered” Noah and all the an¬ 
imals in the ark. The Hebrew word 
translated “remembered,” suggests God’s 
continued watchful care over all the oc¬ 
cupants of the ark. In the Scriptures, God’s 
“remembering” always implies His move¬ 
ment toward the object(s) of His memory 
(cf Genesis 19:29; Exodus 2:24; Luke 1:54- 
55, et ah). In fact, the primary meaning of 
zakar, according to Hebrew usage, is “grant¬ 


ing requests, protecting, delivering,” when 
God is the subject and humans are the ob¬ 
ject (Brown, Driver, Briggs, 1901, p. 270). 
The point we are making is this: God was 
with Noah and his family Those eight 
souls had received what basically amounted 
to a personal invitation from the Creator 
and Sustainer of the Universe to join Him 
on a year-long trip inside the ark. Noah, 
his wife, his three sons, and his three daugh- 
ters-in-law were not “left to their own de¬ 
vices” for the duration of the trip. Nor were 
they in any sense of the word abandoned 
to “go it alone.” Quite the opposite. God 
“remembered them.” 

The truth is, Noah and his fellow pas¬ 
sengers did not have to tackle these tasks 
by themselves, since God was “with them” 
and “remembered them.” The how of this 
process is not stated specifically in the in¬ 
spired text. Whitcomb has suggested that 
God may have Supernaturally imposed a 
year-long hibernation process on the ani¬ 
mals, thereby minimizing the necessity of 
a great deal of food and care. 

What Biblical evidence do we find to 
support this significant concept? First, 
we must assume that God supernatu¬ 
rally controlled the bodily functions 
of these animals to bring them to the 
Ark in the first place, overcoming all 
of their natural instincts during that 
period of time. All alternative possi¬ 
bilities have been shown to be hope¬ 
lessly inadequate. Second, there could 
have been no multiplication of ani¬ 
mals (not even the rabbits) during the 
year of the Flood, for the Ark was built 
just large enough to carry two of each, 
and the animals entered the Ark two by 
two and a year later went out of the 
Ark two by two. Note that it was not un¬ 
til after Noah brought the creatures 
out of the Ark that God commanded 
them to “breed abundantly in the earth, 
and be fruitful, and multiply upon the 
earth” (8:17).... In the entire matter of 
gathering the animals to the Ark and 
caring for them during the year of the 
Flood, the Book of Genesis is consis¬ 
tently supernatural in its presenta¬ 
tion (1973, p. 32, emp. in orig.). 

While it is impossible to state with certainty 
what God did in regard to gathering and 
caring for the animals prior to and dur¬ 
ing their journey, it is clear that, to use the 
words of Robert Jamieson, “They must have 
been prompted by an overruling Divine 
direction, as it is impossible, on any other 
principles, to account for their going in 
pairs” (1948, p. 95, emp. in orig.). There 
was some divine “overruling” in the stor¬ 
age, feeding, and care of the animals, to 
be sure. How much, the Bible does not in¬ 
dicate. Yet, as Rehwinkel has observed: 
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But, if we are willing to accept the pos¬ 
sibility of the miraculous, some such 
solution is at least conceivable. The 
Flood as a whole was a stupendous, 
miraculous interference with the laws 
governing the entire universe; a tem¬ 
porary suspension of the laws govern¬ 
ing the routine and habits of a select 
group of animals for one year is but 
an insignificant detail in comparison. 
The Biblical account of the Flood is 
so brief, and our knowledge of the world 
before the Flood, and particularly of 
the ark, is so limited that here, as else¬ 
where, many questions must remain 
unanswered (1951, p. 76). 
Woodmorappe went into painstaking de¬ 
tail to show not necessarily how it was done, 
but rather that it could be done. Fiis well- 
referenced study demonstrates how we can 
account for waste management, feeding, 
and watering, using 80 man-hours per day. 
Skeptics are quick to point fingers and cast 
doubt, of course. But few are willing to in¬ 
vest the time and research Woodmorappe 
did to back up their allegations. 

Fiow the animals became so widely dis¬ 
tributed over the Earth, once they disem¬ 
barked from the ark after the Flood, is not 
explained in the Genesis account. Whit¬ 
comb and Morris offered some viable sug¬ 
gestions in The Genesis Flood {19GI, pp. 79- 
86). Migrations may have taken place by 
land bridges, by air, or even by the direct 
supernatural intervention of God Fiim- 
self. Other possibilities also exist. For ex¬ 
ample, perhaps after the Flood those ani¬ 
mals that came off the ark lived around 
the mountains of Ararat, where they were 
able to “breed abundantly in the earth, and 


multiply upon the earth” (Genesis 8:17). 
Their descendants then migrated slowly, 
generation by generation, until the Earth 
once again was filled with animal life. Crit¬ 
ics often are heard to ask questions such as, 
“Fiow did the unique animals like marsu¬ 
pials get back to Australia, for example?” 
[NOTE: For a discussion of this topic, see 
Major, 1989.] There is a significant assump¬ 
tion in such a question, however. Who can 
prove that the marsupials were in Austra¬ 
lia before the Flood in the first place? Some 
pieces of information we do possess; some 
we do not. We do know, for example, that 
a certain number of every kind of air-breath¬ 
ing animal entered the ark. We know that 
representatives of each exited the ark. And 
we know that the survivors bred and mul¬ 
tiplied, filling the Earth once more with 
animal life. Exactly how they migrated (or 
were distributed) to various parts of the 
Earth, how long that took, or why some 
animals later became extinct, we cannot 
determine conclusively. These are questions 
that will have to remain unanswered, but 
do not affect the authenticity of the Bible. 

THEN CAME THE RAIN 

j\ fter spending decades constructing 
JL Vthe ark, Noah and his family finally 
boarded the giant boat, God closed the door 
(Genesis 7:16), and one week later the wa¬ 
ters of the flood were upon the earth” (Gen¬ 
esis 7:10). Genesis 7:11 provides some in¬ 
dication of the devastating nature of the 
floodwaters when it states that “all the foun¬ 
tains of the great deep [were] broken up, 
and the windows of heaven were opened.” 


This was no gentle spring rain. Rather, it 
was the final judgment of an angry God up¬ 
on a sin-sick, destined-to-die world. Water 
came down (“the windows of heaven were 
opened”) and water rose up (“all the foun¬ 
tains of the great deep were broken up”) un¬ 
til finally Genesis 7:19-20 records: “And 
the waters prevailed exceedingly upon the 
earth; and all the high mountains that were 
under the whole heaven were covered. Fif¬ 
teen cubits upward did the waters prevail; 
and the mountains were covered.” In as¬ 
sessing this passage, Whitcomb and Mor¬ 
ris wrote: 

One need not be a professional sci¬ 
entist to realize the tremendous im¬ 
plications of these Biblical statements. 

If only one (to say nothing of all) of 
the high mountains had been covered 
with water, the Flood would have been 
absolutely universal; for water must 
seek its own level—and it must do so 
quickly! (pp. 1-2, emp. in orig.). 

Critics, however, have been quick to sug¬ 
gest that “all the high mountains” need not 
mean necessarily all the high mountains, 
since the word “all” can be used in a rela¬ 
tive or distributive sense. Fi.C. Leupold 
dealt a deathblow to that argument. 

A measure of the waters is now made 
by comparison with the only available 
standard for such waters—the moun¬ 
tains. They are said to have been “cov¬ 
ered.” Not a few merely, but “all the 
high mountains under all the heav¬ 
ens.” One of these expressions alone 
would almost necessitate the impres¬ 
sion that the author intends to con¬ 
vey the idea of the absolute univer¬ 
sality of the Flood, e.g., “all the high 
mountains.” Yet since “all” is known 
to be used in a relative sense, the writer 
removes all possible ambiguity by add¬ 
ing the phrase “under all the heavens.” 

A double “all” (kot) cannot allow for 
so relative a sense. It almost consti¬ 
tutes a Hebrew superlative. So we be¬ 
lieve that the text disposes of the ques¬ 
tion of the universality of the Flood 
(1942, pp. 301-302). 

How deep, then, was this water “over 
all the high mountains”? The text indicates 
it was “fifteen cubits upward” that the water 
“prevailed.” This phrase obviously cannot 
mean that the waters went only fifteen cu¬ 
bits high (approximately 22 feet), for the 
phrase is qualified by the one that imme¬ 
diately follows—“and the mountains were 
covered.” The true meaning of the phrase 
is to be found in comparing Genesis 7:19- 
20 with Genesis 6:15, where it is stated that 
the ark was thirty cubits high. The phrase 
“fifteen cubits” gives us an indication of 
how much clearance the ark would have had 


SKUHIMi ScmUS 

Dr. Bert Thompson 


January 21-23 

Kissimmee, FL 

(407) 847-5749 

January 28-30 

Milan, TN 

(731) 686-7561 

Dr. Brad Harrub 

January 21-23 

Augusta GA 

(706) 855-0801 

March 11-13 

Evant, TX 

(817) 417-5705 

Dr. Dave Miller 

March 4-6 

Lakeland, FL 

(863) 682-4702 

March 18-20 

Tucson, AZ 

(520) 886-0437 

Kyle Butt 

January 9 

Florence, AL 

(256) 766-3617 

January 21-23 

Pell City, AL 

(205) 422-7888 

Eric Lyons 

January 7-8 

Haleyville, AL 

(205) 486 -9247 

January 21-23 

Augusta, GA 

(706) 855-0801 


© COPYRIGHT, APOLOGETICS PRESS, INC., 2004, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 

DECEMBER 2004 REASON & REVELATION 24(12):110 




over the tallest mountain. The draft of a 
boat built for seaworthiness (such as the 
ark) is generally half the ship’s height. That 
is, when fully loaded, it sinks in the water 
to a depth equal to half the height. If the 
ark was thirty cubits high, and if it sank 
half of that, then it would sink fifteen 
cubits! If the waters prevailed upward “fif¬ 
teen cubits,” that would be adequate to pro¬ 
tect the ark as it floated on the waters all 
over the Earth for a little more than a year. 
Thus, the ark would not have hit any moun- 
taintops while being tossed to and fro dur¬ 
ing the Flood. 

A careful reading of the Genesis text in¬ 
dicates that the Flood lasted approximate¬ 
ly a year. The chronology would have in¬ 
cluded the following: 

40 days of rain (Genesis 7:4) 

110 additional days of water “pre¬ 
vailing on the earth,” for a total 
of 150 days (Genesis 7:24) 

74 days until mountains were viewed 
(from the 17'^ day of the seventh 
month to the T‘ day of the tenth 
month: 13 + 30 + 30 + 1) [Gene¬ 
sis 8:5] 

40 days elapsed before Noah sent 
out the raven (Genesis 8:6-7) 

7 days elapsed before Noah sent 
out the dove for the first time 
( 8 : 8 ) 

7 days elapsed before Noah sent 
out the dove for the second time 
(Genesis 8:10) 

7 days elapsed before Noah sent 
out the dove the final time (Gen¬ 
esis 8:12) 

29 days elapsed to correlate with the 
date of 60T' year, T‘ month, T‘ 
day (Genesis 8:13) 

57 days elapsed before Noah and 
the animals disembarked (Gen¬ 
esis 8:14-16) 

371 days total 

Whitcomb and Morris provided the fol¬ 
lowing summary. 

The order of events as set forth in the 
first part of the eighth chapter of Gen¬ 
esis would seem, then, to be as follows: 

(1) After the waters had “prevailed up¬ 
on the earth” 150 days, the waters be¬ 
gan to assuage. (2) The Ark rested up¬ 
on the mountains of Ararat the same 
day that the waters began to assuage, 
for the 17^^ day of the month was 
exactly 150 days after the Flood began. 

(3) The waters continued to subside, 
so that by the 1 st day of the lO^'^ month 
(74 days later), the tops of various lower 
mountains could be seen. This would 
suggest a drop of perhaps fifteen or 


twenty feet a day, at least during the 
initial phase of this assuaging period. 

(4) The Flood level continued to fall 
for forty more days, so that Noah, no 
longer fearing that the Flood would 
return, sent forth a raven to investi¬ 
gate the conditions outside the Ark 
(p.7). 

CONCLUSION 

The temptation undoubtedly exists, es¬ 
pecially in today’s climate of scientific prow¬ 
ess, to exalt science above Scripture. Such 
a stance, while obviously to be expected of 
those who do not profess a belief in either 
God or Fiis Word, simply is not an option 
for the person who accepts the truthful¬ 
ness and inspiration of the Bible. John Mor¬ 
ris addressed this particular temptation, 
and what happens when Bible believers fall 
prey to it, when he wrote: 

Unfortunately, many others now have 
begun to judge Scripture’s accuracy by 
its agreement with scientific dogma, 
and then to distort Scripture until the 
two seem to agree. In doing so, scien¬ 
tific opinions of some scientists are 
elevated to a level they don’t deserve, 
and Scripture suffers. 

If such a method of interpreting Scrip¬ 
ture is followed throughout, other doc¬ 
trines will fall also. After all, miracles 
are “scientifically” impossible. Scien¬ 
tists know that virgins don’t give birth, 
men don’t walk on water, and bodies 
don’t rise from the dead. One may gain 
scientific credibility among the secu¬ 
larists by twisting Scripture to fit sci¬ 
ence, but it would be better to honor 
God by believing His word (1998, p. 

Christians need not have nagging doubts 
about the accuracy of the Flood account. 
Let us openly and fairly examine the bibli¬ 
cal and scientific evidence that supports 
the Genesis Flood, and let us simultane¬ 
ously urge others to do likewise. Biblical 
evidence establishes the fact that there was 
a universal Flood. Knowing that, we then 
may be alert to evidence from science that 
possibly provides support for the Flood 
model. At the same time, however, we must 
realize that it is not always an easy task to 
interpret such evidence, for none among 
us has experienced or witnessed a global 
Flood. The worldwide Flood recounted in 
Genesis has no parallel in today’s world. 
Therefore, whatever measurements we make 
must, by necessity, be on a much smaller 
scale (e.g., using local flood information, 
etc.). This being the case, it behooves us to 
use great care, for we do not want to abuse, 
misuse, or over-extrapolate the evidence 
from science. 


Let us be cautious as good students, but 
never willing to compromise inspired testi¬ 
mony. We must never forget that “the main 
concern, as always, should be, what do the 
Scriptures teach?” (Jones, 1996, p. 61). 
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ANNOUNCING: REASON & REVELATION/DISCOVERY 2004 BOUND VOLUMES 


When we began publishing Reason Revelation in 1981, we 

realized that many of the articles would remain relevant far be¬ 
yond the time period during which they were authored. We thus 
decided to produce a bound volume of all twelve issues at the end 
of each calendar year. Twenty-four volumes 
later, we still remain dedicated to that initial 
commitment. 

For two-and-a-half decades, many of our 
subscribers have made it a regular habit to 
purchase copies of each year’s bound vol¬ 
ume Reason Revelation. No doubt they 
have benefited from having the articles avail¬ 
able in a permanent format that allows con¬ 
tinued study of the themes covered within 
the various articles. If sales of bound volumes 
through the years are any indicator, I believe 
it is safe to say that our readers have appreci¬ 
ated their availability. 

Previously, we have offered bound vol¬ 
umes o^Reason Revelation for 1994-2003. With the collating and 
binding of all issues for 2004, we now have available eleven years’ 
worth of bound volumes. Volumes contain all twelve issues for the 
year, as well as an author/subject index and an attractive cover. 

The 2004 bound volume Reason Revelation now is avail¬ 
able from our offices, and contains articles on such topics as: 
the origin of the brain and mind; the origin of consciousness; 
biblical inerrancy; archaeology and the Old Testament; archae¬ 
ology and the New Testament; a case study in salvation; a scien¬ 
tific examination of homosexuality and the “gay gene”; an in¬ 
vestigation of the biblical evidence against homosexuality; situa¬ 
tion ethics; an examination of Noah’s ark and the global Flood; 
etc. You may purchase the 2004 bound volume (as well as those 
from 1994-2003) for only $8 each. Or you may purchase the en¬ 
tire set of eleven at the special price of $75. Whenever the bound 
volumes go out of print, they are gone forever; we do not reprint 
them. 


We also would like you to know that the 2004 bound volume 
of Discovery, our monthly magazine on Scripture and science for 
children, now is available. In addition, we have in stock bound 
volumes for 1998-2003 (the 1990-1997 volumes are out of print 
permanently). Individual bound volumes Discovery cost just 
$ 12 each. The entire set of seven (1998-2004) can be purchased 
for only $75. Each bound volume of Discovery provides a verita¬ 
ble storehouse of information for children on both scriptural 
and scientific matters—information that is difficult (or impos¬ 
sible) to find elsewhere. Each issue contains articles written by 
faithful Christians on various topics related to science and/or 
the Bible, and is heavily illustrated with beautiful, profession¬ 
ally produced artwork. In addition, most issues of Discovery con¬ 
tain two full pages of activities—not just “things to do,” but as¬ 
signments that are intended to reinforce in 
the mind of a child the eternal truths with¬ 
in the articles. 

During 2004, Discovery contained articles 
on such timely topics as: incredible animals; 
eastern religions; morals; dinosaurs; biomim¬ 
icry; scientists who believed in God; and many 
others. Kyle Butt and Eric Lyons serve as the 
editors Discovery, and do a marvelous job 
of ensuring that the content throughout the 
year is varied so that children receive well- 
rounded instruction. 

You may order any, or all, of these bound 
volumes via credit card by calling us toll-free 
at 800/234-8558. Or, you may order them by 
mail if you prefer. [Calculate shipping at $1.75 for the first vol¬ 
ume, plus 50<t for each additional volume.] Bound volumes of 
Reason Revelation ox Discovery make great gifts for youngsters, 
students in college, or Bible class teachers. They also make nice 
gifts for public or church libraries. Why not order two sets—one 
for yourself, and one to give away? 

Bert Thompson 
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